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Remarks 

Claims a rel-20pending,andclaiTnsl-20standTejected. The Applicants respectfully 
traverse the rejection and request allowance of claims 1-20. 

Clai m Objections , 

Tbe Examiner rejected claims 1 and 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 as being mdetote. 
Regarding claim 1, the Examiner is confused as to whether the SCP system includes a 
destination processor. Claim 1 describes a method that includes the steps of, in the SCP system, 
transferring caller-entered information to , nation processor and processing a destmaton 
roun ng code froja &e d^tjn^ processor. The destination processor is not part of the SCP 
system; the destination processor is part of the destination. The language of clan* 1 should be 
clear enough for one skilled in the art to understand whether they are infringing (** Soon 
Research and Engineering Co. v. US, 60 USPQ2d 1272 (CAFC 2001) for the standard for 
indefiniteness), because the SCP system transmits to a destination processor and processes a 
routing code from the destination processor. Therefore, claim 1 is definite under § 112. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , me Examiner is confused as to whether the SCP system or the 
destination processor transfers the destination routing instruction to the switching system. In 
claim 11 the SCP system is configured to do the following: (1) transfer the caller-entered 
information to a destination processor, (2) process a destination routing code from the destination 
processor to determine a destination routing instruction, and (3) t ransfer the desti nation routing 
^^t. etching system. The use of commas makes it clear that the SCP system 
transfers the destination routing instruction to the switching system. Therefore, claim 1 1 is 
definite under § 1 1.2. 

$ 103 Claim Rejections 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-2. 4-6, 8, 1 1-12, 14-16, and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 in 
view of U.S. Patent number 6.148,069 (Ekstrom) and U.S. Patent number 5,566,235 (Hetz). The 
Applicants submit that Ekstrom, Hete, and the combination of the two do not ; teach the 
limitations in independent claim 1. Claim 1 is a method that includes the steps of: 

"in the SCP system, transferring the caller-entered information to a destination processor. 
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passing a destination routing code from the destination processor to determine a 
Lunation rooting inaction, end transfemng the destination rooting instiucuon to the 

switching system'* and , 

«in fte aching sysmm, routing the cnl. ,0 a destination in response to to donation 

routing instruction". 

Nei,her Ekstrom nor He* .each these limimtions. Ekstrom describes a method 
meeting information from a caller using an Intelligen, Peripheral (IP) (see FIGS. 1 and 3-4. 
column 3 tines II*. column 6. lines 10-20, co.»mn 8> lines 43-63). Responsive . recetvmg a 
call imo a switch, the switch queries an SCP. The SCP provides instructions to route .he can to 
the IP. The IP collects information from the caller and sends the cr.Uec.ed infonnahon to me 

SC? ' As admitted by the Examiner on page 3 of the Office Action, Ekstrom does no. teach the 
atepsperformedbymeSCPaysmmasdescribedmclaim 1. More particularly, Eastrom noes no, 
teach in art SCP sysmm, transferring A. ^ effl gaj Nation 1" - ^ 
The in Ekstrom transfers me information lorn me caller ,0 me SCP, no. » a destiuatton 
processor. Eksuom does no. teach, in an SCP sy*em, processing a ^^^B^ 
L the destination processor ,0 define a W&M* Further, Ekarom 

does no, .each, in the switching sys«m, routing .he call ,0 a destination utismWZUM 
..^■.^^wi™ instruction as described in claim 1. 

H^aJ^metbod of communicating b«ween muHiple SCPs to rome calls between 

networks. (seeFIOS. 1 snd 3. column 9, Une 56, o column 10. line 27). Aswimh(21)rec«ves a 
«U and queries me ISCP (25) ,0 ha«lle the call. If me ISCP has me proper Wonun»o»,„ 
handle the call, men me ISCP responds to me switch wim call control information. If ft. ISCP 
does no, have me proper information ,0 handle me call, men me ISCP has to access otiter SCPs 

(35, 45) to get the information. 

Hetz does not teach the steps performed by the SCP system as described in claim 1 . 
More particularly, Hetz does not teach, in an SCP system, transferring the ^U er-entered 
donation nro^. First, Hetz does not teach or suggest that the SCP 
tr^ts ^.i^^Mformation as described in claim 1. Hetz teaches an SCP that 
communicates with other SCPs to receive information on how to route a call (see Hetz, column 
1 0, lines 48-67), but does not teach or suggest that tbe SCP transfers information entered by the 
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cller Second. He., does no. teach or sugges. <ha, *. SCP communicates •<•■*-»- 
prcceasor. The Examiner s«<es to. to otor SCPs (35, 45) in Hetz may bo conadered 
destination processor, The Applied disagree. An SCP ^ .0 ^™ 
^vider or earner, such a S Sprint, AT&T, em. The communication provrder controls and 
Ur^toSCPa.TlteSCPamH^areootconuoUedbytod^ 

ILlled by to carrier (, or 2). The destination processor in daim , s cnnteoUe to 
aesdnadonoftoc.n.a.islnhe^.into^-d^uonprocc^. 
Hett canno<l*tougn«o,as.destination P ™ M described in chum 1. Because^*,* 
„o. .each . destination proceaso, He* doe S no. teach transfer to caller-entered rnformauon 
to a destinat i^p processor. 

^ ^ He* does no. teach, in an SCP system, processing a fetiMBai rfflBme code 
ft™ to destination processor <o determine a issSs ^ ma! ^ S ^^^^ 
claim 1 As previously stated, Hetz does no, teach a desttotioo processor, and consaqucntty, 
docs no, .each processing a destination rooting code from a destination processor. At a higher 
.eve,, to SCP system in claim 1 is able ,0 determine a routing infraction for rouung a oaU m to 
destinationbased ooarouting code provided by a processor of to destu^on. motor words, 
to destination processor is continuing to muting of calls to to destination. He* does no. 
Kachorsugges.tltiscnnoepr.HettprovidesfbrnormalcallmutingusingSCPs 

Further, H«a does no. teach, in to switching system, routing to call <o a deatmation * 
r T „.. .„ ^ ^nation rontin. insfr uotiop as described in claim 1. The SCP sys<cm 
teLnestodesLtionroutinginautKtionfrom a destination routing code torn a desnnation 
processor. As previously stated. Hen: does no. .each a destination processor, and conse quenuy, 
does no. teach determining to destination routing instruction from a destination rouung code 
fromadesn^ienprocessor. Because Hetz does not teach determining to destination routing 
i^ion of claim 1, He* consequently does no. teach routing a call tea destination based on a 

destination routing code. m 

Based on these remarks, the Applicants submit that claim 1 is novel and non-obvK>us m 
view of Ekstrom, Hetz, and the combination of the two. Claim 1 1 is novel and non-obvious for 
similar reasons. Dependent claims 2, 4-6, 8, 12, 14-16, and 18 are novel and non-obv,ous 
because they are dependent on a novel and non-obvious independent claim. 

The other § 103 rejections of dependent claims 3, 7, 9-10, 13. 17, and 19-20 are moot 
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because these dependent claims « dependent on a novel and non-obvious independent claim. 

^"^ed on the above remarks, the Applicants submit that claim, 1 -20 are allowable. There 
may be additional reasons in support of patentability, but such reasons are omitted in the mteresrs 
of brevity. The Applicants respectfully request allowance of claims 1-20. 
Any fees may be charged to deposit account 21-0765. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: 
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